to development of cohousing in Sweden. Two different types of cohousing have been evolved in Sweden in context of residents' age group; the +40 cohousing and the mixed-age cohousing.
However, there is little research concerning motivation of move to cohousing community so far. Why do people choose cohousing for their living?
The purpose of this research is to identify the reason why people move to cohousing communities in Sweden, and to find out if there is any significant difference according to the cohousing types; between the +40 cohousing and the mixed-age cohousing. This research could offer empirical information to form a cohousing community that is composed of different residents' characteristics. Residents' needs could be met more easily if you identify the reason why they choose to live in cohousing community.
Research questions are; 1) Are there any significant differences in residents' characteristics between the 2 cohousing types?
2) Do they have different motivation of move to cohousing communities between the 2 cohousing types?
3) Do variables of residents' characteristic affect motivation of move to cohousing communities?
LITERATURE REVIEW

Cohousing Concept
Ideology of cohousing is to promote residents' common activities in order to reduce daily chores as well as empowering social interaction amongst residents and security in the community. In modern society, people face to change of traditional family structure and higher proportion of married women in the labor market than before. These brought limit of time for daily chores and child rearing. Holistic emotional development for the only child and sense of belonging for single-person and elderly family are needed. As one of the solutions, cohousing is evolved to adjust merits of traditional extended family into modern society; mutual support, increase of intimacy with virtual kin, sense of belonging, and security in the community. These can be reached through participation in shared activities. Since a primary goal of cohousing is the desire of residents to live in a socially supportive setting, architectural design and site planning are among a number of means that, in combination with social organization factors, may serve to enhance or support the sense of community sought by residents (Marcus, 2000) . Physical design of cohousing is quite different from the conventional housing development in context of architectural layout and size. Main components of cohousing development are communal space and individual dwellings placed intentionally to promote frequent meeting with inhabitants, while preserving privacy. Communal space occupy fairy ample in size, meanwhile individual dwelling is rather small compared to the conventional housing.
Classical cohousing developed in 1940s in Scandinavia by feminists' and modernists' movements aimed to reduce burden of daily chores for married working women in terms of gender equality (Vestbro, 1997) . They expected paid working women could put more energy into labor market, if they rested at home as much as men did. It was a service-model in which paid staffs took care of house management, daily chores and even child rearing. Accordingly, though dwelling space was relatively small, rent was expensive. Eventually people began to criticize cohousing was a house only for the rich and elite group (Choi & Paulsson, 2006) . From the 1930s to the 1970s, 17 cohousing communities were built according to a model based on services through employed staffs. From the 1980s this model was replaced by modern cohousing called as self-work model, a model based on the residents' own work (www.kollecktivhus.nu). 50 self-work model cohousing units were built in the 1980s. Modern cohousing has merits from both social and practical advantages. Residents share daily chores on their own, aiming saving time and cost besides empowering social interaction with neighbors.
Equality between men and women has been a major aim of cohousing models. Common meals and other activities were designed to reduce housework in order to make women possible to combine gainful employment with family life. Toker (2010) found from the gender perspective that women in cohousing developments were engaged in less time for housework than ones in new urban developments in the US. In the last two decades, cohousing and new urban developments have emerged as alternative housing types in the US although cohousing still constituted a marginal portion of the housing stock. Findings indicated that cohousing developments attracted unconventional households and women with more egalitarian gender ideologies compared to new urban developments. Women living in cohousing developments spent a lower percentage of their time at housework and had more egalitarian gender ideologies compared to women living in new urban developments. The spatial organization within houses was also reflective of the differences between the two housing types.
Low-impact strategy is one of the core features of cohousing communities as well (Zhang, 2011) . In order to reduce construction and living costs, most of cohousing reaches a consensus of resource sharing and energy saving on the common values of pro-environment and sustainability. Five dimensions as site planning and design, food consumption, trip mode, resource usage and energy system, enter into environmental strategies on ecological footprint in cohousing community. The endeavor of compact layout and building size cutback are direct ways to reduce footprint. Sharing common meals and resources, less driving and more recycling are proactive and effective environmental strategies by altering behaviors and life-style of cohousers; using renewable energy and energy-saving technologies to reduce energy consumption is an active approach conventionally applied in cohousing to reduce human ecological footprint (Yang, L. & et als., 2010) . In that respect, cohousing fits perfectly well with degrowth economic theories (Lietaert, 2010) .
At the homepage of Färdknäppen cohousing in Stockholm, ecological practices in daily life of cohousing community are described as follows; …We live in sustainable development. Our experience through living at Färdknäppen is that: *Environmentally -Less energy is needed and spent when people share amenities and services.
-Less waste of food when leftovers are taken care of. -Less energy and packaging waste (paper, plastic, glass, metal) when dinner is made communally than if every single household makes food at home.
-Less paper waste when 43 households share newspaper subscriptions.
*Economically -When people share amenities and provide services and cultural activities for each other, it is easier for the individual to get by on a tight budget.
-Food is cheaper when an association can buy at wholesale prices.
-The society in general has lesser and fewer expenses for social services when elderly people are empowered and supported in their daily lives through a housing system such as Färdknäppen (cited from the Färdknäppen cohousing home page).
The +40 Cohousing and the Mixed-age Cohousing in Sweden.
Cohousing units in Sweden are found in major cities such as Stockholm, Göteborg and Lund-Malmö and a few other university cities (Figure1). 44 cohousing units are registered in the official homepage of Swedish cohousing communities www.kollektivhus. nu by the end of 2010. The Swedish National Association "Kollektivhus NU" (Cohousing Now) is an association working to promote cohousing and other alternative ways of living. The association supports existing cohousing units as well as groups intending to create new units. Originally formed in 1981, it has recently been revitalized with the prime purpose to inform the public about cohousing as an alternative, and to influence authorities to facilitate the creation and running of such units. Over 40 cohousing units that exist in Sweden are mainly the result of civil society campaigns and positive responses from the public housing authorities during the 1980s. A vast majority of Swedes are unaware of alternatives such as cohousing and eco-villages etc., but today the positive trend is turning in favor of cohousing. Kollektivhus NU has an active collaboration with SABO -Swedish Association of Municipal Housing Companies -and its recent publication. It is increasingly consulted by politicians, housing companies and individuals (www. kollecktivhus.nu).
During the 1990s, a new cohousing form designed for 'the second half of life' was realized. This version was designed to serve the needs of people in the second half of life -40 years or older, with no children in the household. It attracts not least senior citizens who prefer a moderate level of collectivity. Of the 44 existing cohousing units, 8 belong to this category, and more are to come. Politicians see them as an answer to the 'aging' of the population and senior citizens' needs for togetherness and security (www.kollektivhus.nu). From the view point of age, the residents of the +40 cohousing are a group of the third age who are still healthy and active. That is the reason why they stress to be called as "the +40 cohousing" instead of "senior cohousing". On the other hand, for the mixed-age cohousing there is no age-limit for residents to move in so that diverse families can reside together. The +40 cohousing in Sweden, originally, stems senior cohousing/ +55 cohousing. Senior cohousing is a kind of ordinary housing development, not a service housing, which healthy residents choose and move in for their later life. Residents are expected to organize daily life by participating in shared activity. A senior cohousing resident is supposed to be a person who can choose one' s living arrangement on his(her) own will before others choose the house after he(she) becomes too frail (Jensen,1994) . In terms of age, a resident should be at least 55 years old or older to be subsidized for rental housing for the elderly by law in Denmark, or 50 years old or older in the Netherland. In Sweden, it had been as same as Denmark, but it changed into 40 years old or over instead of +55 cohousing (Choi & Paulsson, 2011) .
The goal of the +40 cohousing is to mix diverse age groups in a way even though it is not as much various as in the mixed-aged cohousing. In which, residents are mixed with ones who are still working in the society and ones who have already been retired. It is easier to support mutually amongst residents with different conditions. For instance, the younger who are still working can be supported by the retired, because pensioners have more extra time to take care of the house, and to input their human resources and experience to the community. The younger, in return, can bring fresh atmosphere from the outside world so that the +40 cohousing can be connected with conventional society. With this mean, they believe the +40 cohousing might be more sustainable than ordinary senior cohousing. There have been many discussions about the subject which is better composition of cohousing residents in terms of age group in order to elevate resident' s life satisfaction. Which is considered as better living arrangement for the third age between the +40 cohousing and the mixed-age cohousing? According to previous researches, preference of residents' age group did not reveal so simple, for instance, people in senior cohousing preferred residents only seniors, while ones in the mixed-age cohousing did ageintegrated group. Research results meant that residents of the two different cohousing types have already moved to the place where they really preferred (Choi, 2006; Choi & Cho, 2006; Choi & Paulsson, 2006; 2011) .
Residential Mobility and Motivation of Move to Cohousing
Residential mobility is a behavior to adjust housing space according to changing housing needs. It enables family to access housing service easier, which family members want to be supported. Some studies identified affecting factors to residential mobility as life-stage, quality of life, mobility behavior, housing characteristics, and satisfaction of neighborhood. Of those, lifestage was found as the most affecting factor (Choi et als, 1996; Choi & Park, 1996) . Yang & Kim (2011) argued that changing preference of housing type by age, especially, was the main force of housing mobility. Duration of dwelling affected negatively to housing mobility, because of strong social cohesion with neighbors for long periods (Yang & Kim, 2011) . It was also found that housing size increased after residential mobility, showing that most moves were due to the deficit of housing space.
Theories on residential mobility among the elderly revealed that the elder showed lower level of residential mobility than the younger. The elder who owned the house, family and relatives nearby, and strong social cohesion showed lower level of residential mobility than others (Nelson & Winter, 1975; Findlay & Morris, 1976) . Residential mobility of the elder, therefore, reflected stronger needs than the younger. Generally, it was reported that the elder undergo stress more by residential mobility than the younger, because they were strained when they had to leave the house, which they have bought with their own income in their youth, and to leave the community where they have been belonged to for long period. The facts that they lost memories connected with old neighbours and the house, and had to leave the things they have cherished gave emotional stress to the elder. Learning how to operate unfamiliar equipments in the new house, and getting to know new neighbours were also strained more for the elder than for the younger (Meeks, 1980) . Dissatisfaction at the current house and neighbors, one' s retirement, accident, spouse' s or intimate friends' death increased intention of residential mobility (Nelson & Winter, 1975) . Particularly, spouse' s or intimate friends' death was the most affecting factor to residential mobility followed by dependency after growing old. Physical defects increased housing deficit, accordingly decreased housing satisfaction, and eventually increased housing mobility (Morris & Winter, 1978) .
Meanwhile, Seo & Yoon (2011) remarked decision factors on housing mobility in the US. They insisted that residents much considered the physical condition of the house than service proximity and cost. Property value impacted on the residential mobility indicating that higher satisfaction for property values decreased the housing mobility intention. The mobility intention was more associated with the physical environment than social environment. Kim et al. (2010) found that Korean baby boomers were favored an active post-retirement life where they could enjoy proper leisure without considerable change in daily-routines.
Their housing size showed a downward tendency in response to changes in economic conditions and family members. Im & Baek (2011) revealed that more than a half of the Korean baby boomers considered moving to smaller house located in near environment after retirement, and they assumed it would influence to Korean housing market.
The residents residing in senior cohousing community thought of mutual support and social interaction among neighbors more important than the younger (Glass, 2009 ). Glass (2009) found that sense of community was ranked the highest with mutual support motivation to move to senior cohousing in the US. A simplified lifestyle and the spiritual component also highly valued. Several case studies on Scandinavian senior cohousing communities identified residents' motivation to move to cohousing were to seek for smaller house to get rid of burden and worries about housing management after growing old (SBI, 1993; Ambrose, 1993) , also to seek for the secure living environment where neighbors can exchange social contacts through shared activity (Jensen,1994) . Especially, by a massive social survey targeting more than 500 respondents in Swedish and Danish senior cohousing, main motivation was found as ideological reason followed by housing management reason and environmental reason (Choi & Cho, 2006) . Personal reason, however, revealed as the least affecting reason to move to senior cohousing, opposed to Meeks' theory (1980) . In other word, spouse' s death or devoice did not affect much to move to senior cohousing. These results indicated motivation of move to cohousing might be different from the conventional residential mobility.
METHODS
Research Design
This research was conducted by mixed methods with studyvisits to cohousing communities in Sweden and quantitative study by questionnaire. Study-visits to cohousing were fulfilled to get knowledge and to understand its' actual condition. In whole, 11 study-visits to cohousing communities were done during the spring of 2010. Study-visits to 5 cohousing communities in Stockholm area were organized by authority of the 1st International Collaborative Housing Conference in May, 2010; Trekanten, Tre Porta, Södra Station Färdknäppen and Sjöfarten. In addition, 6 study-visits in other areas were organized by personal contacts; Russinet and Slottet in Lund, Majbacken, Stacken and Trädet in Göteborg, and Kornet in MöIndal. Of 11 units, 4 belonged to the +40 cohousing and the rests were the mixed-age cohousing. Faceto-face interviews with residents, observation of the communal spaces and individual dwelling units were performed, and common meals for lunch or dinner, coffee and snacks were served during the study-visits. It offered opportunities to comprehend resident' s life in Swedish cohousing communities.
The questionnaire was designed from the references of previous researches fulfilled in Danish senior cohousing projects (Ambrose, 1993; Jensen, 1994; Pedersen, 1999 , Choi, 2004 . To design contents, main reasons to move revealed in the previous studies were collected and divided into 5 categories including 19 reasons. 5 categories were "Personal reason (2 contents)", "Housing management reason (4 contents)", "Security reason (6 contents)", "Environmental reason (6 contents) "and "Ideological reason (1 content)".
Data Collection and Analysis
Questionnaire survey was fulfilled during the autumn of 2010 in Göteborg, Sweden. Prior to sending questionnaire, the author contacted all chairpersons of 44 cohousing communities contained in the homepage of www.kollektivhus.nu by e-mails explaining purpose of the research and inquired if they would like to join the research. 12 of 44 cohousing communities sent back positive responses. Distributed numbers of questionnaire were intentionally controlled, considering numbers of flats in order to get similar amount of data so that comparison between the 2 cohousing types could be made.
353 questionnaires were sent to representative of each cohousing community by ordinary mail and asked to distribute to the voluntary participants. For privacy reason, completed questionnaires were sent back by ordinary mail individually. Of 353, 165 were distributed to the +40 cohousing and 188 to the mixed-age cohousing. Eventually similar amount of data were collected from the 2 groups as 127 (+40 cohousing) and 115 (mixed-age cohousing), in total 242(68.6%). Collected data were analyzed by SPSS statistical program.
Research Objects
Research objects are 12 cohousing communities all over Sweden including 4 of the +40 cohousing and 8 of the mixed-age cohousing (Table 1 ). In Sweden, there are only 6 of the +40 cohousing nationwide, and the rests (38) are the mixed-age cohousing.
Concerning establishment year, the +40 cohousing units were established rather recently after 1994, compared to the mixedage cohousing units that were established mostly in 1980' s except Hässelby familijehotel (1959) and Kornet (2006). 
FINDINGS AND DISCUSSIONS
Difference of Demographic Characteristics and Dwelling Size by Cohousing types
In whole, demographic characteristics of respondents are summarized as that there are more females (69.4%) and singles (59.9%), mostly healthy(87.2%), evenly aged from under 50s to 70s and older in their age, highly educated in high school and university (97.5%), and notable proportions of academics(38.0%) and civil workers with long professional education(28.1%) in occupation. It is coincident with the typical cohousing residents' characteristics which were identified in the previous researches (Ambrose, 1993; Choi, 2004; FIC, 2007; Cho & Choi, 2011) . In reference to dwelling size (Table 3) , 47.5% of respondents are living in the 2R+K dwelling (aver. 63m 2 ). Dwelling size is definitely different between the 2 groups because of different family size. Though the most common size is the 2R+K, its proportion is much higher in the +40 cohousing (58.7%) than in the mixedage cohousing (35.7%). There are even much larger dwellings like the 4R+K~ in the mixed-age cohousing (34.0%) than in the +40 cohousing (3.1%), reversely 3 times more the 1R+K in the +40 cohousing (17.3%) than in the mixed-age cohousing (6.1%). 
Motivation of Move to Cohousing
Motivation to move to cohousing was composed of 5 categories including 19 reasons (Table 4 ). It was measured by 4 scores Likertscale (1:yes to a high extent ~ 4:no, not at all), which means 76 scores maximum. Of 5 categories, security reasons (m=16.72/24.00) and ideological reason (m=3.29/4.00) are revealed as more important than others, while personal reasons (m=3.76/12.00) and housing management reasons (m=7.70/20.00) are regarded as less important than others. This result is quite different from the previous researches, which showed housing management reasons as the most important reason to move to cohousing. It might cause from the different research subject from the previous researches dealt with only seniors.
Of 19 reasons, 3 reasons as "good contact with other inhabitants" (m=3.37/4.00), "sharing common activity" (m=3.28/4.00) and "idea of cohousing" (m=3.29/4.00) are noticed as the main reasons why people move to cohousing community in Sweden. Table 5 indicates personal reasons. Though personal reasons reveal as less important motivation to move to cohousing, minor difference between the 2 groups are found. Divorce or spouse' s death is not regarded as important reasons to move to cohousing without any significant difference between the 2 groups. However, being a pensioner, naturally, influence residents to move to cohousing community more in the +40 cohousing (18.1%) than in the mixed-age cohousing (6.1%). The theories by Nelson & Winter(1975) and Morris & Winter(1978 ) that spouse' s or intimate friends' death increase intention of residential mobility are not appropriate to explain this result. This difference might come from the different housing types; ordinary house vs. cohousing. Mean comparison of total personal reasons are different between the 2 groups with statistical significance (Table 6 ). It means residents of the +40 cohousing are more affected (m=3.91) by personal reasons to move to cohousing than of the mixed-age cohousing (m=3.60) (p<.01). But, in detail, spouse' s death affects slightly more to residents of the mixed-age cohousing (1.19) than of the +40 cohousing (1.13) as a reason to move to cohousing (p<.001).
Housing management reasons, as same as personal reasons, are not considered as important motivation to move, indicating total mean score 7.70 of 20.00 (Table 7) . But if you look at the result carefully, notable and interesting differences between the 2 groups are found. All the reasons except "to escape from worries about the house and garden" are definitely different between the 2 groups. In the mixed-age cohousing, for instance, residents think of larger house and the house adapted to elderly/children more important, but smaller house and the house adapted to elderly/disabled are regarded more important in the +40 cohousing. This result reflects different needs of each cohousing types in context of age groups/life-stage.
Though differences of total means between the 2 groups are not statistically significant, means of 4 reasons except "to escape from worries about the house and garden" indicate considerable differences between the 2 groups with statistical significance (Table 8 ). In detail, more residents of the +40 cohousing move to cohousing "to get a smaller house" (m=1.87) and "to live in a house adapted to the elderly/ disabled (m=1.54) than of the mixed aged cohousing" (m=1.49) (m=1.15) (p.<001). Reversely, more residents of the mixed-aged cohousing move to cohousing "to get a larger house" (m=1.62) and "to live in a house adapted to the elderly/ children" (m=2.10) than of the +40 cohousing (m=1.07) (m=1.54) (p. <001). It evidently matters with family size and life-stagey.
It is interesting to find quite different result from the previous researches that main motivation to move to senior cohousing was revealed as housing management reasons, especially "to escape from worries about the house and garden" (Ambrose, 1993; Pedersen,1999; Choi, 2004; Choi & Paulsson, 2006) . This different result might be related to the previous researches' subjects concerned with only seniors aged 55 or elder. It must be difficult for older people to manage the house and garden on their own so, they would like to escape worries about the house and garden by moving into cohousing community. Security reasons are identified as one of the major reasons for residents to move to cohousing, showing total mean score 16.72 of 24.00 (Table 9) . Remarkably, 2 reasons of "to live in good contacts with other inhabitants" (m=3.38/4.00) and "to be together with neighbors in common activities" (m=3.27/4.00) turn up as significant motivations, followed by "mutual supports with neighbors" (m=2.88/4.00). It is coincident with the result of the previous researches (Ambrose, 1993; Pedersen, 1999; Choi, 2004; Choi & Paulsson, 2006) and is natural for cohousers who seek for social interaction in the community. Although residents of the +40 cohousing think of security reasons a bit more important (m=17.02) than ones of the mixedage cohousing (m=16.40) in total, mean comparison between the 2 groups does not show any statistically significant difference except "to live in a good contact with other inhabitants" (p<.05) (Table 10 ). Residents of the +40 cohousing tend to give a bit higher score to "good contact with other inhabitants" (m=3.48) than ones of the mixed-age cohousing (m=3.26) as a moving motivation. It can be interpreted as that most residents think of security reasons very important motivation to move to cohousing without any difference.
Ideological reason is found as a highly valued motivation to move (m=3.29/4.00). More than 62% of the respondents agree that they moved to cohousing because they like the idea of cohousing to a higher extent (61.6%), as well as to some extent (18.2%), all in all it turn up approx. 80% of positive response (Table 11) . Mean scores between the 2 groups are different with statistical significance (p<.001) (Table 12) . It means there are more residents of the +40 cohousing (m=3.44) than ones of the mixed-age cohousing (m=3.11) who have moved to cohousing because they like the idea of cohousing. This result shows that the +40 cohousing unit could be considered as one of the advisable housing solutions for the people who want to spend successful second half of life. 
CONCLUSIONS
Choice of housing environment is a very important issue for everyone, since housing satisfaction affects one's quality of life. Cohousing is an innovative form of accommodation offering economic, environmental and social advantages over existing forms of housing development.
In this research, motivation of move to cohousing communities in Sweden was investigated to find out the reasons why people choose cohousing for their living. Among the motivation of 5 categories, security reason and ideological reason were revealed as more important than others, on the contrary personal reason and housing management reason were regarded as less important than others. This result was quite different from the previous researches, which showed housing management reason as the most important motivation of move to cohousing. It might cause from the different research object of the previous researches dealt with only seniors aged over 55. In other words, residents move to cohousing wanting to have good contact with other inhabitants through sharing activities according to the idea of cohousing.
In addition, motivation of move to cohousing is evidently different influenced by cohousing types which have different residents' characteristics in age, family size and life-stage. Residents of the +40 cohousing tend to stress more on social interaction with neighbours and physical features of the house adapted to the elderly. On the contrary, the mixed-age cohousing residents tend to focus more to practical advantage than social interaction; they prefer physical features of the house adapted to children or to bigger family size. Therefore, cohousing design has to be tailored to adapt residents' specific needs of different life-stages. It is interesting to find that respondents of the both groups think of situation and attraction important besides ideology of cohousing. Development of attractive cohousing design could contribute significantly to residents' life satisfaction for long-run sustainability of the community.
Limitation of this study is that it is based on only quantitative research by questionnaire. Qualitative method such as in-depth interview with residents combined with mass survey could enrich interpretation of the research result. It must have been possible to describe hidden motivations behind that future-proof is required.
Though cohousing emerged in Europe, Asia, Australia and the USA during the past 20 years as an innovative housing form with a niche market, adoptions to date have been limited (Williams, 2008) . As an implication of this study, in order to adopt cohousing model into other countries, diverse trials should be experimented. As Williams (2008) suggested, "grass-roots" approaches to the creation of cohousing communities are likely to result in the greatest number of adoptions in the future. Also administrative efforts are needed to facilitate cohousing model for marginal groups, for instance, singles/single-parent families/elderly households/ lowincome families to give advantages of cohousing characteristic. Cohousing could contribute to elevate marginal group' s quality of life. Cohousing-like model based on collaborative network, or fictive kin in the community could facilitate the goal of selfsufficiency (Hasell & Scanzoni, 2000) . Therefore, to implement cohousing model into other countries, it needs to experiment with the notion of transplanting selected cohousing principles to a public housing development.
As a suggestion, to facilitate cohousing model in Korea, administrative efforts are needed for the marginal group first. For instance, when public housing estate is developed, a few cohousing models could be experimented among many of other conventional housing. Through experience of cohousing life, people can try to make cohousing development on their own by grass-root approach.
